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Executive Summary
Regulatory impact assessment (RIA) involves a systematic appraisal of the social, economic and environmental impacts of proposed regulations and other kinds of policy instruments before they are adopted. A vast amount of academic literature in the last decade has charted the diffusion of RIA in OECD countries and EU member states. However, relatively little is known about the extent to which RIA has been adopted and implemented in developing countries. The last research attempting to shed light on this issue over a decade ago found that a number of were beginning to apply some form of regulatory assessment but that its development was at an early stage. Since then RIA has become almost universally adopted in OECD and EU member states as well as promoted as a tool for good (regulatory) governance in developing countries by international donors and organizations such as OECD, the International Finance Corporation of the World Bank Group (IFC). What, then, is the extent of RIA adoption and implementation in these countries today? This working paper addresses this question through a survey of RIA in 14 developing and emerging economies based on documentary analysis as well as semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders. The survey explores topics such as the legal and institutional framework of RIA, organizational capacity, and use of tools and methods (e.g. Cost Benefit Analysis). The results suggest that while an increasing number of developing countries have made efforts to introduce RIA in their decision making processes, these efforts have not yet led to a sustainable RIA system which significantly contributes to the good regulatory governance of these countries.
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Introduction
Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) involves a systematic appraisal of the social, economic and environmental impacts of proposed regulations and other kinds of policy instruments before they are adopted. RIA is now almost universally practiced in OECD and EU member states as a key tool for improving the efficiency, transparency and accountability of regulatory decision making (Kirkpatrick 2014; Adelle and Weiland 2012 ). An increasing number of developing and emerging economies are also attempting to introduce RIA systems. The need for effective regulatory structures in these countries to sustain progress of economic growth that contribute to the objectives of social development and environmental protection is now well recognised (Parker and Kirkpatrick 2007) . By providing a systematic, evidence based and consultative framework for policymaking, RIA systems are thought to encourage good governance and contribute to better business enabling environments -and ultimately economic growth (World Bank 2009) . In many cases, RIA has been adopted as part of donor financed regulatory reform projects and programmes aimed at improving the operating environment for private investment and more generally enhancing the quality of public governance processes (Kirkpatrick 2014; Parker and Kirkpatrick 2007) . The World Bank, for example, has included RIA in broader regulatory reform programmes, where it has been used as a tool for assessing the costs of regulation ('regulatory burden') on the business sector (Kirkpatrick 2014) . The OECD has also been heavily involved in providing technical assistance for regulatory reform in these countries including the introduction of RIA.
While in principle RIA presents an opportunity to contribute to the good (regulatory) governance of developing countries, the practice of RIA faces significant challenges in these countries. One of the challenges is associated with transferring 'best practice' models rooted in different economic, social and political contexts of developed countries (Zhang and Thomas 2009) . Ladegaard (2005, p. 13) argues " [t] he debate on how to apply RIA in developing countries has so far consisted of recycling well-known broad conceptual frameworks, spiced up with appropriate anecdotes from OECD countries and occasional warning that countries' different traditions and implementation capacities need to be taken into account". In particular, donor organizations and external consultants have been accused of not always being fully appreciative of the long-term complexities of establishing functioning RIA systems (World Bank 2009 ). This has led to a broader question of whether and how RIA can or should be transferred and adapted to developing country contexts (ibid).
A survey of RIA systems in EU member states conducted by LIAISE researchers in 2010 (Adelle et al 2011) found that the practice of RIA is context specific. In other words, the application of RIA needs to reflect the level of expertise, resources and information available as well as the preexisting legislative, administrative and judicial arrangements (Parker and Kirkpatrick 2007) . It is therefore vital that research on RIA examines not only practices in OECD and European countries, but also scrutinizes global practices -especially those in emerging developing countries -in order to improve the knowledge base on which to successfully implement RIA in this wider context.
A sizable body of academic literature now charts the diffusion and practice of RIA in OECD countries and EU member states (see Adelle et al 2012 for a review). However, relatively little is known about the extent to which RIA has been adopted and implemented in developing countries. This is partly because what information there is on the topic often does not reach the public domain. The information is often only available in the project and programme documents of the international agencies and donors that have been promoting RIA as part of their programme of regulatory reform (Kirkpatrick 2014) . Nevertheless, a decade ago Kirkpatrick et al (2004) provided some details of the practice of RIA in 30 developing countries based on the results of a postal questionnaire to economic regulators. This revealed that, while a number of developing and emerging economies were beginning to apply some form of regulatory assessment, awareness of RIA in many jurisdictions was still low and the development of RIA remained at an early stage. A follow up study conducted in 2007 of seven of the 30 original countries found that the use of RIA remained limited to a small number of regulatory activities and that none of these countries had made significant progress in introducing an overarching programme to promote governmentwide regulatory reform which included RIA (Zhang 2010) . But has the situation improved since then? The research question that this paper seeks to address is therefore: What is the current state of play in the implementation of RIA in developing and emerging economies?
This working paper seeks to help fill this gap in our current knowledge of the implementation of RIA systems through an in depth survey of RIA in 14 developing and emerging economies. The survey is based on documentary analysis as well as semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders involved in the introduction and high level steering of RIA in the different countries. The next section of this working paper sets out the methods used in more detail as well as the criteria for country selection. The following section then outlines the key findings of this survey in terms of the origins of RIA in the selected countries, the legal and institutional framework in place, procedures to ensure transparency and openness, the tools and methods used and the perceived quality and functionality of the RIA systems. The final section makes some conclusions about the practice of RIA in emerging and developing countries and the main barriers to its further institutionalization.
D 0.8 Regulatory Impact Assessment: A survey of selected developing and emerging economies 3
The survey
The survey covered 14 developing and emerging economies (see Table 1 ). These countries were selected on the basis of several criteria, including that they were (mainly) included on the World Bank list of developing countries, 1 and that collectively represented a sample of different parts of the developing world, as well as practical considerations such as utilizing the research team's existing contacts and language skills. Two selected 'emerging countries' merit further explanation: Mexico is an OECD member state since 2006 but is still on the World Bank's list of 'emerging economies'; the United Arab Emirates is not on this list but was included in the survey in order to partly capture the apparent rising interest in RIA in the Gulf States. None of the country cases selected for the survey are official DAC member countries 2 providing development assistance according to the DAC principles and therefore all of the countries selected can be included in the category of 'developing and emerging' economies in the sense that they are outside the DAC membership.
Two approaches were used to gather data. First a desk-based analysis of relevant RIA literature and documents (RIA reports, draft and final legal texts, policy documents by the ministry and relevant publications by external stakeholders) provided a broad picture of how RIA is conducted in each country. This information was compiled in a standardised template or fiche (See Annex 1) which focused on several aspects of the RIA systems, including: the origins and purposes of RIA; institutional framework; tools and methods and the quality of RIA. The main questions were concerned with:  When, why, how RIA was introduced  The legal requirements to adopt RIA  The intended form RIA should take in principle (i.e. according to the RIA guidelines)  The form RIA took in practice  Transparency issues in terms of published documentation  Stakeholder consultation (in principle and in practice)  The guidance and use of specific tools and methods for IA (e.g.
Cost Benefit Analysis)  Information on the quality of RIA and its role in the policy process Second, at least one (and up to five) semi-structured elite interviews were conducted for each country with those people who at a strategic level champion, oversee, guide, audit or write guidance for RIA processes. These interviews allowed information from the documentary sources to be verified, helped fill remaining information gaps as well as brought to the attention of the researcher's new documentary sources of information not found in initial online searches.
In order to determine which country cases were to be included as countries with RIA systems and those countries considered to be 'non RIA countries' we used the following definition adapted from Radaelli et al (2006, p. 5) . Regulatory Impact Assessment is:
1. A systematic ……. and consistent assessment of aspects of social, economic, or environmental impacts such as benefits and/or costs; 2. affecting interests external to the government; 3. of proposed regulations and other kinds of legal and policy instruments; 4. to i) inform policy decisions before a regulation, legal instrument, or policy is adopted; or ii) assess external impacts of regulatory and administrative practices; or iii) assess the accuracy of an earlier assessment. Since RIA in developing and emerging economies may not be entirely systematic and consistent in some cases, (e.g. when there are only pilot RIA projects or only RIAs conducted in certain policy sectors), the above definition was used more as a guide rather than a strict definition or cut-off criteria.
Results

Origins of RIA
The results of the survey show that RIA is not yet widely practiced in developing and emerging economies and certainly not as widely practiced as in European and OECD countries. Of the 14 developing and emerging economies included in the survey eight had established, or were in the process of establishing, institutional frameworks for RIA (i.e. South Africa, Uganda, Tanzania, Philippines, Malaysia, Vietnam, Brazil and Mexico). Of these countries, only Mexico (an OECD and middle income country) had a well-established RIA system (i.e. long-standing and apparently largely functioning as intended). Many of the other countries had RIA systems that were in the very early stages of development and in some cases these had not yet gone much beyond a pilot phase (e.g. South Africa, Brazil (Pro-Reg), and the Philippines). It is important to note that Brazil has two RIA systems: first, the Pro-Reg programme was established in 2007 with technical support from the OECD to promote and develop RIA capacity within regulatory agencies in Brazil; second, a single regulatory agency, 'Inmetro', independently developed its own RIA methodology in 2007 and started producing its first RIA in 2009. Table 1 shows the countries included in the survey and the status of their RIA systems. Six countries included in the study did not appear to have or be developing a formal RIA system (i.e. China, India, UAE, Columbia, Chile and Ecuador). In most of these cases the policy making systems contained many of the elements found in formal RIA systems but these were not located within a systematic framework of RIA according to Radaelli et al (2004) definition discussed above. For example, in 2010 Chile introduced an assessment of social and economic impacts of new proposals affecting Small and Medium Sized Enterprises (SMEs). This SME Impact Assessment is intended to improve the conditions for doing business but is much narrower than a full RIA. Similarly, in Ecuador, a technical parliamentary committee uses a checklist to assess the consistency, constitutionality of proposed regulatory proposals from a legal point of view but this can also not be considered a full RIA. Furthermore, in the UAE certain emirates (such as Abu Dhabi) have under taken pilot RIAs while at the same time the federal level 'Regulation and Supervision Bureau' appears to be supporting the use of RIA in certain circumstances. However, these initiatives are fragmented and issue specific and not part of wider efforts to introduce RIA across government. Annex 2 sets out a brief account of RIA relevant developments in these 'non-RIA' countries. These countries are not considered further in the analysis for this working paper.
The survey looked at how RIA was formally established in each of the eight countries with either an RIA system in place or being developed. A formally announced or even a legally mandated RIA system endorsed by the head of government or senior minister, is essential -but not sufficient -to ensure that regulators actually comply with the RIA requirement set out in RIA Guidelines or other procedural arrangements for government decision making (World Bank 2009). Of the eight countries which RIA has or is being established, RIA appeared to be legally mandated in three (Vietnam, Malaysia and Mexico). Furthermore, the Philippines intends to put in place an Executive Order for full (mandatory) implementation of RIA across the Government in 2015. While Inmetro claims that their system is mandatory, this is only within their own institutional framework (i.e. if an internal Inmetro committee decides that an RIA must be carried out for a particular issue then it is mandatory for this to be followed up elsewhere in the organization). In South Africa, Tanzania and Uganda RIA was not found to be legally binding, although in the cases of all South Africa and Tanzania, RIA had been formally approved or endorsed by high-up government officials. In Uganda, despite RIA being included in a large-scale programme of regulatory reform, approval for the requirement to include RIA in policy/legislation submissions to Cabinet had not been obtained (OpioLukone 2008).
The motivation for introducing RIA set out in the official documents in all eight countries is to improve the business environment of these countries. Underlying this appears to be the thinking that RIA can deliver a business environment that is characterized by greater transparency, accountability and consistency in the development and application of regulations, a focus on minimizing unnecessary and excessive regulation and even helps address corruption. In some countries (e.g. Vietnam, Philippines and Tanzania) RIA is specifically mentioned as a tool to transform historically autocratic and/or socialist systems to market driven economies and (in the case of Vietnam) the accession to the WTO. In Uganda Better Regulation -and RIA within this -is seen as a key tool to achieve its economic growth targets (Welch 2007) . Similarly, in South Africa RIA was introduced with a specific aim of improving the regulatory environment for SMEs, which are seen as critical to the success of the economy (SBP 2005; interview 1). In Malaysia, attempts to establish RIA was argued to ensure that its regulatory regime 'supports the nations aspirations to become a high-income economy by 2020' (Hamsa, 2013, p. 5) .
Another, less explicit, driver of RIA is the involvement of international donor agencies and organizations. The OECD has played a significant role in establishing RIA in Brazil through the Pro-Reg programme. The OECD and the Inter-American Development Bank have also provided technical and financial support to Malaysia in their attempts to set up RIA. In the Philippines the Asian Development Bank, through its technical assistance programme, supports the implementation of RIA. While in Tanzania RIA was introduced as part of much wider programme 'Business Environment Strengthening for Tanzania' (BEST) programme which received 25 million US dollars in funding from four donors -the UK's Department for International Development (DFID), Danish International Development Agency (DANIDA), Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA) and the Royal Netherlands Embassy (Welch 2007, p. 202 
Institutional framework
The survey attempted to gain information on the institutional framework of RIA in the different countries as well as the extent to which this framework is being applied in practice. The results reveal that the coverage of the RIA systems varies considerably between the different countries. RIA is apparently being systematically and widely applied in only relatively few instances, namely: Mexico, which conducts over 200 RIAs a year; Vietnam, where RIA is now relatively common as RIA is required before a Bill may be presented to the National Assembly; and by Inmetro in Brazil, which only conducts roughly ten RIA studies a year but in an apparently systematic way (interview 2). In the majority of the other countries (South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda, Malaysia, Philippines, Brazil (ProReg), RIA is also still implemented in an ad hoc fashion either officially as part of a pilot phase or, in other cases, having progressed little beyond that point years after the anticipated end of the pilot phase.
Crucially, the results of the pilot RIAs and the lessons learnt in many of these countries are not always widely publicized and disseminated reducing the many potential benefits of such phases. In addition, the survey found that the extent to which the institutional frameworks in practice actually resemble those described in the RIA Guidelines also varies. For example, in South Africa the Guidelines call for all new primary legislation as well as subordinate legislation to undergo an initial RIA and for those items with significant impacts to then undergo a full RIA. However, in practice only a relatively few RIAs have ever been conducted. In addition, many of these were (at least initially) undertaken very late in the policy making process and after the proposal had been presented to Cabinet (interview 1 and 3). An assessment of RIA in Tanzania argues that the guidelines should more be interpreted as 'a statement of intent rather than a description of actual practice' (ICAS 2010a, p.14).
The coordination and oversight of RIA by a central unit can be essential in ensuring that the framework for RIA set out in the Guidelines is translated into practice by government Departments. This training, however, is not always sustained after the international programmes and donors disappear: In Uganda the Regulatory Best Practice Programme put a major emphasis on training and awareness raising with over 350 people receiving training including the media, civil society and parliamentarians. In addition, the Ugandan Management Institute (UMI) was assisted -by the Civil Service College in London -to produce a one week training course for officials (Welch 2007, p. 221) . Developing local capacity to provide training was considered a key advantage of the programme, because it reduced resource costs and enabled training to be linked closely to local conditions and examples (ibid). However, following the end of the Regulatory Best Practice Program, funding for training courses dried up, and reports vary on whether formal RIA training has now taken root (see ICAS 2010b; Interview 4).
Transparency and stakeholder consultation
One of the most important functions of RIA systems is to increase the openness and transparency of policy making. Involving stakeholders in consultation is one way to do this (see below). Another is to publish the RIA reports systematically on a single website so that they can be easily located and scrutinized by external stakeholders. Table 3 summarises the availability and accessibility of the RIA reports in the different countries. Only in two RIA systems are the RIAs reports made available in an easily accessible central online location (i.e. Mexico and Malaysia). Although in the case of Malaysia this is a newly launched RIA portal and it is still too early to see how well these good intentions will be implemented. In other countries the RIA reports are difficult to find online and in many cases not sat all. In South Africa it is reported that certain government departments have resisted releasing RIAs publically and sometimes even to their own parliament (interviews 1 and 3). Consultation with affected stakeholders and the public is an essential element of an RIA system: it provides a cost-effective (and often the only) way to gather the information needed to assess impacts in a data poor environment (World Bank 2009). Stakeholder consultation is regarded an important element of all the RIA systems studied (see Table 4 ). The rationale given in the official guidance for stakeholder consultation is, among others, to understand the policy problem, its significance and possible risks (Philippines); to provide for information needs (South Africa, Malaysia); to identify and assess competing interests (Philippines); to build trust in the political process (Malaysia), and to increase accountability (South Africa).
The guidance documents in a number of countries only claim that consultation 'should be' carried out (e.g. in South Africa, Malaysia, Philippines). Consultation is mandatory, however, only in Vietnam and Mexico. While the guidance documents of most country cases stipulate only that the 'affected parties' of the planned regulation are to be consulted, other countries go further to give indicative lists of stakeholder groups that fall under this category, typically business, NGOs, communities, and other government agencies (e.g. Malaysia, South Africa and Uganda). In two countries (Mexico and Vietnam), the guidance documents explicitly state that drafting agencies must take the stakeholder comments into account. In South Africa a summary of the views expressed in the consultation process are, in principle, to be provided as part of the full RIA which should also note the ways in which the consultation process influenced the final outcome of the findings and recommendations. (In practice this rarely occurs -see below).
Two ways of organizing the consultation process are discussed in the guidance documents (see Table 4 ): 1) the government or regulatory agency contacts the affected parties directly and invites their comments (e.g. Uganda, South Africa, Mexico, Brazil (Pro-Reg)); 2) the regulatory draft is posted online so that the public can comment on the proposal (e.g. Vietnam, Mexico). In South Africa, Brazil (Inmetro) and Mexico, both ways of consulting stakeholders are foreseen. The periods for online consultation vary (from a minimum of 10 days in Mexico to 60 days in Vietnam and ProReg in Brazil). Permanent bodies, such as committees or round tables with civil society or business representatives are more the exception than the norm in most countries. In practice, however, there is evidence that the consultation procedures instituted in the RIA documents are not well performed. In particular, a lack of standardized consultation procedures is evident. Instead, stakeholders are often consulted on an ad hoc basis, often through personal contacts with a minister or senior civil servant, or informal meetings with government representatives. For example, in Uganda the framework for policy consultation is not well established, especially for cross-cutting issues where there are a number of gaps in the dialogue framework at sectoral and local government levels. Opportunities for external input (e.g. from civil society of business membership organizations) to the policy process in Uganda are therefore often limited (interview 4; ICAS 2010b).
In South Africa, consultation is left up to the lead department and -some are more proactive than others. Certain departments (e.g. the Department of Labour which has a constitutional requirement to put legislative proposals that affect economic and labour interests before certain stakeholders) are more accustomed to consultation than others, which at times can operate in a culture of secrecy (interview 1). In addition, consultation (including with actors inside the government) can depend on the preference of individual external consultants carrying out RIA. Therefore, while there have been some good examples of consultations, a whole range of methodologies and coverage can be seen in the RIAs conducted so far (interview 3). Even more worryingly, there have been reports that stakeholder responses did not influence the final policy proposal, such as in one of the pilot RIAs in South Africa (SBP 2005) . In Pro-Reg's RIA system in Brazil, while online consultation on draft regulations was compulsory for a minimum of 60 days, in the opinion of one expert on RIA in Latin America, in many cases the policy decision had already been taken so that the published draft regulation -in reality -was the final one (interview 5). The same expert also indicated that in many cases only large businesses participated in many of the consultations (ibid).
Tools and methods
The guidance documents in some countries studied include information on the use of methods and tools. In South Africa, for example, a number of methodologies are briefly described in the guidelines, such as risk analysis, cost benefit analysis (CBA), cost effective analysis and soft benefit-cost analysis and integrated analysis. The RIA Handbook in Uganda also provides suggestions on different methods to be used including for the quantification of benefits where analysis of costs reveals that the costs are significant; quantification of impacts in monetary terms; shadow pricing techniques; Multi-Criteria Analysis; and stakeholder analysis. In Mexico, there is evidence that a number of specific tools are actually in use in practice. These include: the so called Regulatory Impact Calculator -a scoping tool used at an early stage to identify the likely impacts of regulatory proposals and to determine whether more in-depth analysis is required; the Competition Impact Analysis -a checklist included in the Regulatory Impact Calculator for assessment of competition impacts of regulation; the Standard Cost Model -to assess administrative burdens for business; and Risk Impact Analysis -to identify areas for the improvement of risk governance. According to an OECD evaluation (OECD 2013, p. 56) , the adoption of the Regulatory Impact Calculator has increased the attention paid to problem definition and to consideration of regulatory alternatives.
Cost-benefit analysis (CBA) is the tool most commonly mentioned in the RIA guidelines. In South Africa, for example, it is stated that the major costs and benefits of the proposal should be quantified where feasible (The Presidency 2012, p. 22) . This should include full economic costs and benefits including social, environmental, and health and safety costs and benefits. In Mexico, there is evidence that both, costs and benefits are supposed to be quantified and monetarised. To support this, the electronic RIA form includes standard questions as well as further features to help regulators to make their RIA. Among others, OECD highlights: "CBA calculation occurs via an integrated calculator using a Standard Cost Model (SCM) type methodology that requires estimates of the costs of individual compliance obligations to be built up via inputs of unit cost, frequency, and number of affected parties .
Where a full CBA is not possible, provision is made for quantitative analysis to be included" (OECD 2013, p.65) . In the Philippines, CBA is not required in a preliminary IA but is regarded to be useful to assess the significance of impacts. A detailed CBA is however required in a full RIA -although it is acknowledged that not all impacts may be quantifiable. In this case, it is stated that the benefits and costs of impacts should be described in a qualitative way so that regulatory options can still be compared. In Uganda, the RIA handbook goes further and encourages the qualification of impacts in monetary terms.
Quality of RIA
The assessment of the quality of RIA systems in the countries under investigation is not an easy task as many of them have only been established recently or are still in the process of implementing institutional frameworks for RIA. Independent evaluations of the quality of RIA systems, however, still exist for four of the eight countries studied with RIA systems in place. An evaluation of RIA in South Africa published in 2011 found that the few pilot RIAs existing were done mostly by consultants in an ad hoc fashion (Truen 2011) . The RIAs were reported to come too late in the policy making process, and had little effect on policy proposals (ibid). An evaluation of the framework for Better Regulation in Uganda stated that an "effective capacity to promote, manage, and coordinate regulatory reform in Uganda has not developed since the conclusion of the Regulatory Best Practice programme, funded by DFID, primarily because of reduced funding within the government's budget" (ICAS 2010b, p. xi).
In Mexico, which is the 'oldest' of the RIA systems under investigation, an OECD report found that only seven of the thirty-one Mexican states were implementing RIA in practice "with wide variation in terms of the stage of adoption and sophistication" (OECD 2013, p. 25 (CIEM and USAID 2011) reported that only 55% of ministry officials actually knew that RIA was a process of policy analysis and 43% of drafting officials said they had been trained in RIA. While the compliance with the RIA requirement improved from 2009 to 2010, the review showed that the quality of RIA reports was low with an average score of just over 1 out of 4.
One of the main barriers to achieving better quality RIA across the country cases was an obvious lack of institutional capacity -despite the efforts of donor programmes. As discussed above, an evaluation of the RIA system in Uganda found that an effective capacity to carry out RIA had not developed, despite, the significant investment over a number of years by international donors (ICAS 2010b) . In many countries the central RIA unit was staffed only by a few officials and not large enough to obtain the 'critical mass' needed to successfully champion RIA across government. A difficulty in attracting and retaining high-quality staff at the pay levels available also meant that plans to increase and train the staff in the RIA units in some cases was slow to progress (Welch 2007, p. 220) . Similarly, in Mexico officials and RIA experts within Ministries occupy often a position just for a few years -sometimes six or even less, depending of the institution they work for -and can be then substituted by the new team of the elected party (Interview 5). In South Africa the lack of institutional capacity is, in part, over come by the use of external consultants to carry out RIAs but this has led to a lack of ownership and the almost complete separation of RIA from the decision making process. In these circumstances RIAs are not used so much to shape policy but instead to block policy proposals at a very late stage of development (interview 1 and 3).
Training and awareness raising is therefore an essential component for improving the quality of RIA in many countries, not only to increase the institutional capacity to carry out RIA, but also more fundamentally to raise awareness and buy-in for RIA amongst government officials and stakeholders as a useful policy tool. While some countries established large training programmes before RIA was rolled out (e.g. Uganda), other countries (e.g. South Africa) did not invest heavily in this type of preparation, this may have contributed to the resistance to RIA witnessed within some government departments. Further investment in training for civil servants and other key stakeholders is frequently recommended for improving the quality of RIA (e.g. Vietnam, South Africa, Mexico). Furthermore these activities need to be carried out over a medium to long-term time horizon to ensure the sustainability of RIA systems. This is something not always fully appreciated by international organizations and donors. In the case of Uganda, DFID but in place more than the standard three year programme period was required with two back-to-back programmes spanning six years (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) . However, in hindsight the time horizon for successfully institutionalizing RIA looks likely to be even longer than this.
Another, related, challenge to the full implementation to RIA is how to develop assessment techniques in an environment where the information required to address the questions is not readily available or can be secured only by extraordinary efforts (ICAS 2010b) . A lack of data and analytical skills was reported as a problem particularly in African countries (i.e.
Tanzania, South Africa, Uganda) but is also more widely (i.e. Mexico and Brazil). In many cases information gathered from stakeholders may be the only way to fill in data gaps or at least make reasonable assumptions on which to base the analysis of impacts (see above). However, poor consultation practices and a lack of transparency provides a barrier to greater stakeholder engagement in a number of countries (e.g. the Philippines, Uganda and South Africa). The lack of transparency also prevents the proper scrutiny of RIAs and at times even their intended use by decision makers.
Turning towards more underlying factors, the lack of high level sustained political support was reported as a barrier to the full implementation of RIA in a number of countries (e.g. Uganda, South Africa, Brazil and Mexico). In Uganda the Cabinet did not approve the institutionalization of RIA and implementation thereafter stalled until very recently when there are signs that it has been taken up again by a new champion in Department of Policy Development. A lack of high level support for RIA was also thought to be an important issue in South Africa, where the Cabinet had officially approved RIA. In terms of gathering support and understanding for RIA. It is also important to consider that RIA is often just one of many competing reform priorities within government which may also weaken its institutional support. For example, in Uganda RIA has had to compete for attention and resources with other public sector policy management and efficiency improvement tools being implemented such as Results Oriented Management. A multiplicity of reform initiatives and lack of effective government harmonization has meant competition for the limited resources, capacities, and staff time (ICAS 2010b, p. xi).
Conclusions
RIA in principle has the potential to contribute to the good regulatory governance and improve the business environment of developing and emerging economies. This survey has added to the rather fragmented and outdated academic literature on the state of play of RIA systems in these countries. Similar to the earlier survey published by Kirkpatrick et al (2004) over a decade ago, the findings of this survey suggest that RIA is being applied in a number of developing and emerging economies, but that in the majority RIA remains at an early stage of development. While new RIA systems have sprung up in some countries over the last ten years, others have died out while still others are in the process of review and redesign. In some countries no RIA exists at all.
We have not attempted to cover a statistically representative sample in this survey and therefore do not aim to quantify what proportion of developing countries have established or are in the process of establishing RIA systems. However, of the eight out of fourteen countries included in our survey which did have RIA systems of some form, only one RIA system (Mexico) could be considered relatively well institutionalized. We have found, however, that across the countries with RIA systems there is a general recognition of the importance of the opportunities and purposes of RIA -especially in terms of pursuing a healthy business environment. There is also an understanding in principle at least that consultation with stakeholders is an important element of RIA. Central RIA units have been set up in all the RIA systems studied except in Brazil where RIA is being promoted not at a national level but within individual regulatory agencies. In addition, in many cases training for government officials, politicians as well as stakeholders has been an important aspect of the RIA systems, at least initially. However, in practice some important aspects of RIA have not been well implemented. Consultation has been ad hoc and patchy, the level of transparency surrounding the process -especially in terms of the publication of the final RIA reports -has been disappointing and the level of analysis of the impacts of policy proposals is challenged by a lack of data.
Only Mexico -which is an OECD member -has an RIA system which appears to be functioning roughly in line with the best practice set out in its guidance documents. Even then, a report by the OECD has uncovered a wide variety of stages of adoption and sophistication within this RIA system (OECD 2013). Crucially and in common with many other OECD countries, some form of 'pre-RIA' has been practiced in Mexico since the early 1990s and the more contemporary form of RIA was introduced around 2000. This contrasts with the other countries included in the survey which have attempted to establish RIA systems much more recently (i.e. from 2004; see Table 1 ) and none of which appear to apply RIA consistently to regulatory proposals. In some cases, such as Malaysia, it is just too early to tell how well the new RIA system will implemented but for other countries such as Uganda and South Africa, it appears that RIA systems have not been sustainable in the medium to long-term despite considerable investment of resources and expertise.
Considerable barriers need to be overcome if RIA systems are to be embedded in policy making processes of these developing and emerging economies. Several of these have been highlighted in this survey, these include the lack of institutional capacity within government as well as within the external stakeholder community; the lack of data and quantitative skills to fully assess the costs and benefits of proposals; a lack of participatory culture within government which prevents adequate input and scrutiny of RIA from external stakeholders; the lack of high level and consistent support for RIA and the competition of RIA with other reform measures. This does not mean that the 'story' of RIA in many of these countries is over -in fact tentative evidence suggests rather the redesign and/or resurgence of some older RIA systems is just as likely. However, the institutionalization of RIA in developing countries may take considerably longer -with many more 'chapters' -than first assumed by international organisations and donor agencies. This is perhaps not surprising when considering that many RIA systems in OECD and EU countries have been operating for almost two decades and that no such system can yet be held up as fully compliant with its own guidance and best practice.
Recommendations for LIAISE
A future interaction with LIAISE could help developing countries in their quest to institutionalise RIA in their countries. It could contribute to the continuous improvement of RIA by maintaining fora for developing the knowledge base and the practice of RIA. In order to facilitate this, LIAISE could broaden its focus on emerging and developing countries and take into account the specific political and societal contexts in which RIA is taking place in these countries. Table 5 provides several concrete topics and areas which could form the base for future interaction between the LIAISE Community of Practice on RIA and the practice of RIA in developing countries. China: China does not have a systematic, standarized and integrated system of RIA. There is, however, an evaluation framework that contains certain elements of RIA, namely 'legislative evaluation', also referred to as 'ex-ante legislative evaluation and 'ex-post legislative evaluation'. The legal basis for this framework is Article 17 and Article 18 of the 'Outline on the overall promotion of administrative implementation in accordance with the law' by the State Council, promulgated in 2004. This 'Outline' is fairly general and relies on subordinate administrative units (e.g. ministries, local governments) to implement it. Consequently, legislative evaluation significantly varies among administrative units. Various ministries have defined ministry-level rules for legislative evaluation. However, so far there are no examples of ex-ante legislative evaluation at the national level and only very few ex-post evaluations. There are no rules when a policy has to be evaluated in this way. Some have been evaluated after a few months, others after several years.
India:
RIA is not incorporated in India's policy processes on a regular, systematic and institutionalized basis. Only in some policy sectors, such as the financial and business sector, has RIA been introduced, but not in a very regularly way and with limited scope. For instance, the Securities and Exchange Board of India has introduced RIA in decision-making for new regulation by it boards. There is also a 'Judicial Impact Assessment' in place to preview the impacts on the judicial system. However, since the start of economic de-regulation in the early 1990s, there have been debates on the merits of introducing RIA in India. In the course of the latest five-year plan process, different working group and committees for reformation of regulatory environment, such as the 'Working Group on Business Regulatory Framework' of the Indian Planning Commission, have recommend the introduction of RIA and the development of an appropriate methodology to be employed in the Indian context. The 'Committee for Reforming the Regulatory Environment for Doing Business in India' ( or the 'Damodaran Committee') within the India Ministry of Cooperate Affairs even calls for a special body, 'Regulation Review Authority', within every regulatory authority of the central and state government to mandatorily review intended regulations.
Columbia:
No RIA system is currently in place but the Government of Columbia has recently shown an interest in introducing RIA to improve the quality of new regulations (OECD 2013) . To date, a few Colombian institutions have had some initial experiences with RIA, but this does not extend to undertaking a robust cost-benefit analysis, and the supporting documents do not always feed into the decision-making process. Other elements of a RIA system are still to be developed in Colombia, such as establishing clear criteria, procedures, and thresholds for RIA and the selection of the methodological approach for RIA. Some good practices do exist in the regulatory process and these have been encouraged over the last few years. The development of recent guidelines on the preparation of new regulations could help advance standards for preparing norms and improve them over time. During the process of preparing new regulations, the administration focuses predominantly on the review of legal quality. When preparing laws, for instance, a careful review of the constitutionality of the proposed laws is conducted to avoid future issues with the Constitutional Court. Reviews of legal quality are also conducted in relation to secondary regulation (OECD 2013).
Chile: Although Chile joined the OECD in 2010, RIA is not yet practiced.
There have been a couple of preliminary steps towards more RIA like procedures. For example, there has been a law since 1994 requiring cost benefit analysis for proposed environmental regulations and another law requiring cost benefit analysis for proposed health actions. In addition, in 2010 a type of RIA to estimate the social and economic costs of regulations on SMEs. This is intended to improve the conditions for doing business, and requires government agencies to assess the costs of new subordinate regulations on small businesses. The process involves a brief questionnaire to be completed by the agencies, which are required to explain and justify the legislative proposal, and then to estimate the potential compliance and financial costs. Chile reports that completed questionnaires are published online (OECD 2011) . Also the Directorate of the Budgets (DIPRES) of the Ministry of Finance evaluates new programmes and initiatives before going into a budgetary approval process. The programmes and initiatives are assessed on: diagnosis of the problem; target population; objectives and expected results; strategy; components and efficiency. The OECD has apparently tried to encourage the establishment of RIA in Chile but this has not so far been taken up .
United Arab Emirates:
There is no overarching framework for RIA currently being implemented in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). There are a few examples of RIA activities or plans for the future but these remain fragmented and issue-specific. For example, the Regulation and Supervision Bureau aims to regulate water supplies by tankers and ensures compliance of drinking water regulations for which 'a regulatory impact assessment may be included'. Beyond that, Abu Dhabi seems to be the most advanced emirate with at least two RIA pilot projects: For the case of wastewater treatment the Regulation and Supervision Bureau launched the region's first framework for wastewater regulation in 2010 after a three years long process of consultation. The regulation process included a 'regulatory impact assessment carried out by independent consultants'. The Regulation and Supervision Bureau, therefore, seems to be a frontrunner in terms of RIA -at least when it comes to water, wastewater and electricity regulation. For healthcare the Health Authority Abu Dhabi was established in 2007 and developed a process for developing and reviewing policies and standards following the OECD's Guiding Principles for Regulator Quality and Performance. According to the authority, 'Regulatory Impact Assessment will apply to major proposed policies and standards, in the future'. The World Bank and the Islamic Development Bank emphasis the need for 'establishing good regulatory practices, including the institutionalization of regulatory impact assessments (RIAs) and the creation of regulatory oversight bodies' not only in the UAE, but in the whole Arab world.
Ecuador:
No RIA system is currently in place in Ecuador. However, there are indications from The National Secretary of Planning and Development that there is a desire to introduce RIA in the future. The 'new' government (with its new constitution in 2007) wants to replace all the legislation with new regulations but the government's capacity is weak. The InterAmerican Development Bank is attempting to support the development of these capacities and commissioned an assessment of regulatory capacities in 2013. This found a technical parliamentary committee has created a small initial checklist (on consistency, constitutionality, legal point of view) to review new legislation. At least one pilot RIA in the Ministry of Commerce (on trade and industrial policy), funded by CIDA (Canadian International Development Agency) has been conducted.
